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Abstract 
Paper Type – Case study. 
Purpose – To present a cost-benefit interpretation of academic-practitioner research by 
describing and analysing several recent relevant examples of academic-practitioner research  
with a focus on doctoral theses carried out at universities and business schools in clusters of 
research centred in North America, Australia and Europe.  
Design/methodology/approach – Using case study examples, a value proposition framework 
for undertaking collaborative research for higher degree level study is developed and presented.  
Findings – Value proposition benefits from this level of collaborative research can be 
summarised as enhancing competencies at the individual and organisational level as well as 
providing participating universities with high quality candidates/students and opportunities for 
industry engagement. The project management (PM) professional bodies can also extend PM 
knowledge but they need to be prepared to provide active support. 
Practical implications – A model for better defining the value proposition of collaborative 
research from a range of stakeholder perspectives is offered that can be adapted for researchers 
and industry research sponsors. 
Originality/value –Few papers offer a value proposition framework for explicating 
collaborative research benefits. This paper addresses that need. 
Key words: Knowledge transfer, value proposition, project management, collaborative research 
networks, advanced PM degrees. 
Introduction 
Project management (PM) research is currently undergoing a transformation. Crawford, Morris, 
Thomas and Winter (2006: p724-725) identified challenges for PM professional development 
that centre around a changing perceived role of project managers moving beyond being simply 
technicians that mechanistically deliver project outputs to strategic professionals that have a 
place in being more fully involved in shaping the project initiation process as well as managing 
increasingly complex people plus technology projects. Their observations prompt implications 
around the need for PM professionals being reflective practitioners. Their work forms part of a 
recent movement for rethinking PM that generated a substantial amount of interest and relevant 
publications  (see for example:  Cicmil, Williams, Thomas and Hodgson, 2006; Maylor, 2006; 
Maylor, Brady, Cooke-Davies and Hodgson, 2006; Winter and Smith, 2006; Winter, Smith, 
Cooke-Davies and Cicmil, 2006b).  
 
Söderlund (2004: p663) traces a history of PM research and highlights the need for more 
research in what he terms ‘project ecologies’ relating to multi-firm and multi-projects contexts 
by concentrating on the interrelationships between projects and their environments. He argues 
that while there has been a large body of important research undertaken in traditional PM areas 
such as time/cost/fitness for purpose there has also been a growing and developing interest in 
extending research into non-traditional PM settings—such as the film and entertainment 
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industry, public sector service delivery and business process innovation and product/service 
integration. So, we see that research in PM is becoming increasingly important.    
 
Walker, Cicmil, Thomas, Anbari, and Bredillet (2008b) provide theories and models that 
provide potential advantages to organisations by encouraging in-house staff to participate in 
advanced academic study and research degrees or to collaborate in mutually beneficial research 
with mature doctoral students from outside the organisation. They stressed the value of 
reflection by learning through understanding theory, challenging it, and testing it in practical 
ways. They stress that the ability to gain advantage from reflection is highly dependent upon the 
maturity level of an organisation’s learning-culture. They point to learning generated through 
this process ranges from master degree reflective learning (arising out of capstone research 
projects or minor research projects) to high level understanding of the context of PM practice 
and new tools, techniques and approaches (derived from deeply reflective research undertaken 
by doctoral candidates). They also stress the value of academic/collaborative research networks. 
 
However, the main problem that becomes evident from currently evolving PM research is that 
we have not seen much evidence of how the value propositions of all stakeholders are being 
explicitly stated and justified. This in turn weakens the business case for organisations to 
participate in research projects or to support staff in doing so as part of any higher degree study. 
Many practitioners and academics are also left with the great ‘so what’ question unanswered. 
This results in a classical PM benefits realisation problem where expected tangible and 
intangible outcomes need to be clarified before they can be delivered (Bradley, 2006).  
 
Much of the current PM research is about defining and re-framing PM practice and studying PM 
processes and practices. This is a highly pragmatic type of research that uses a range of research 
methodology, increasing with a focus on action learning (Smith, 2001) and other qualitative 
research methodologies that reveal the lived experience of PM teams and their major 
stakeholders (DeFillippi, 2001; Keegan and Turner, 2001; Bourne and Walker, 2006; Koskinen 
and Pihlanto, 2006; Smith, 2007). While this is very valuable it may be inhibiting stakeholders, 
who could more fully participate, from seeing the point in doing so.  
 
This paper will try to redress this situation by focusing on how the research models offered by 
Walker et al. (2008b) can be applied in practice. The aim of this paper, therefore, is to describe 
and analyse several relevant recent examples of academic-practitioner research by focusing on 
doctoral theses carried out at universities and business schools in clusters of research centred in 
North America, Australia and Europe. This leads us to discuss associated stakeholder issues and 
draw a cost-benefit interpretation of academic-practitioner research out from that discussion. 
We use a cost/benefit analysis that affects a reflective practitioner’s capacity and motivation to 
generate value through their lived project experience, and conclude with implications for PM 
practice as well as suggest the way that academia can better engage with project managers 
deeply embedded in their projects. 
Stakeholder Value Propositions 
Walker, Cicmil, Thomas, Anbari, and Bredillet (2008b) refer to research models fulfilling the 
needs of each stakeholder in a collaborative research project. This paper needs to make explicit 
who we view valid stakeholders to be in the context of collaborative research and it needs to 
explain the term value proposition. 
 
Walker, Bourne and Rowlinson (2008a: p73) provide a comprehensive review of stakeholder 
theory with an emphasis on PM and use a definition of stakeholders as “… individuals or 
groups who have an interest or some aspect of rights or ownership in the project, and can 
contribute to, or be impacted by, either the work or the outcomes of the project”. In this paper 
we will consider the process and outcome of research as a project and so this circumscribes our 
consideration of stakeholders as being the researchers, organisations and individuals being 
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researched, institutions undertaking the research and the PM profession that will absorb new 
knowledge arising out of research.  
 
The term value proposition is well known from the marketing, value management and total 
quality management literature (see for example Walters and Lancaster, 2000; Male, 2002; 
Anderson, Narus and van Rossum, 2006). It will be taken to mean in this paper as the perceived 
value that a person or group expects to gain from their collaboration and cooperation in a 
research project. This is in effect their expected benefit that can be tangible (find a better way to 
do something) or intangible (learning something new that may be useful or enjoying the 
experience of being involved in research or increasing absorptive capacity (Cohen and 
Levinthal, 1990; Szulanski, 2003)). Often researchers can get so involved in their learning 
experience that they are unaware of the opportunity cost value donated by participants they are 
engaging with. Anderson et al. (2006) caution those delivering a ‘customer’s (or target’s) value 
proposition requires not only answering that target’s value question (what value can be 
generated) but also requires knowledge of that target’s aspirations. It is necessary to know what 
points of difference can be offered above that of the next best choice as well as knowing what a 
target may consider worthwhile. Thus, as researchers we may be offering what we believe to be 
superb value but the target feels that the benefit is of marginal value. Conversely, researchers 
may be unaware of the true value of what they can deliver to a target and so do not frame their 
offering well and then may gain rewards and benefits for that vital value aspect.    
 
Walker et al. (2008b) provided models of collaborative research that had value proposition 
implications. In their Model 1 they discuss expertise building using the Dreyfus (2004) model 
adapted by Cicmil (2006: p35). This infers value to PM organisations and professionals gaining 
increased levels of competence from novices to expert or virtuosos. Model 2 related to reflective 
learning from both reflection on action and reflection in action. This infers value in shifting PM 
professionals to higher levels of PM competence through a well structured process consistent 
with that offered by Schön (1983) for example. Their Model 3 involved structured academic 
study that is solidly anchored in engagement with organisations through collaborative processes. 
Thus our value perspective is seen from the eyes of PM practitioners who wish to raise their 
competence levels as well as deepen their understanding of what good PM practice may be. We 
also base our examples upon the organisation’s value perspective in terms of what benefit it 
gains it from the investment in time, resources and management effort and strategic focus.  
 
In our analysis of examples of presented research collaborations we will provide detail on the 
costs and benefits that make up what we believe to be the value proposition for four identified 
groups of stakeholders. We also summarise the value propositions for those concerned and 
involved so that the PM community can better appreciate the contributions to PM knowledge 
being currently made. Cited examples of recent PM research that are considered in this paper 
are not meant to be a definitive summary of current collaborative PM research, rather these 
examples are indicative and illustrative. We acknowledge the breadth and expansion of 
collaborative PM research being undertaken and that this body of PM research work is rapidly 
growing even though the PM body of work substantially lags that of other professions that PM 
research draws upon. This paper provides a summary of what is happening in several 
universities that we have close contact with and can therefore realistically comment upon the 
trajectory of PM practitioner collaborative research. 
 
Collaborative PM Network Examples 
 
One of the important threads in the recent debate and discussion generated by the ‘Rethinking 
project management’ network1 (Winter et al., 2006b) was the issue of how to more effectively 
get the academic world to significantly engage with the PM practice world. In the final report 
produced from that group the following quote is relevant to our paper in that it articulates a 
                                               
1
 See http://www.mace.manchester.ac.uk/project/research/management/rethinkpm/default.htm  
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useful value proposition from the perspective of both researchers and organisations. The report 
poises the question “how can scholarly projects that engage pressing questions relating to the 
management of projects, enhance the empirical breadth and theoretical sophistication of our 
work? and finally, how may “engaged scholarship” transform aspects of the management of 
projects in practice?” One of the themes explored by the network was practitioner development 
(Winter and Smith, 2006: p12). Their web site described this as activity as developing: 
“Relevant knowledge, skills and competencies. Learning and development processes, e.g., work-
based and university-based. Selection of potential project managers. Learning of technical 
knowledge and tools vs development of pragmatic and reflective judgement. Learning to handle 
complexity and uncertainty in projects and programmes. The development of critically reflective 
practitioners” (Rethinking Project Management, 2004-06).  
 
Recently a reflective account of practitioners’ experiences titled ‘Making sense of project 
realities’ by Charles Smith who was the ‘Rethinking project management’ network chief co-
ordinator has been published (Smith, 2007). Interested readers could also refer to the special 
issue (8) of the International Journal of Project Management that was introduced by Maylor 
(2006) as guest editor. The papers published from that group (Atkinson, Crawford and Ward, 
2006; Cicmil et al., 2006; Morris, Crawford, Hodgson, Shepherd and Thomas, 2006; Winter, 
Andersen, Elvin and Levene, 2006a; Winter et al., 2006b; Winter, Smith, Morris and Cicmil, 
2006c) stress the need for practical research that benefits and engages PM practitioners to 
benefit the wider group of customers of project outcomes and the PM profession in general to 
better deliver value (outcomes) rather than just products or services. This should not be 
surprising as many of those taking part are, or have been, practicing project managers and so the 
emphasis on research leading to practical outcomes is not surprising. When reviewing this body 
of work, it becomes clear that the perception of what constitutes a project, or what project work 
involves, and where projects merge into a wider context of a program or portfolio of projects 
being undertaken, is highly contestable. The experience of people engaged in projects 
sometimes challenges prevailing project management theories and standards.  
 
Complementary and parallel research was also being undertaken and presented at the ‘Making 
projects critical’ network of international workshops founded in 2003. A research book  that 
provides a range of ways of reflecting on projects through case studies of living the realities of 
projects emerged from this work (Hodgson and Cicmil, 2006). This book contains several 
chapters (Green, 2006; Ivory, Alderman, Ian and Vaughan, 2006) in which project managers are 
clearly not managing their projects as outlined in A Guide to the Project Management Body of 
Knowledge (PMBOK
®
 Guide, Project Management Institute, 2004) or as prescribed by the 
PRINCE2 methodology (Bentley, 1997).  
 
The Project Management Institute (PMI
®
), a global organization established in the US in 1969 
with almost 250,000 members world-wide, has been holding a biennial research conference 
since 2000. PMI
®
 also holds a full-day research working session four times a year, sponsors 
several research projects every year and is currently sponsoring a major research network to 
determine the value of PM to organizations that use it. The International Research Network for 
Organizing by Projects (IRNOP), established in Sweden in 1993, has been holding a biennial 
research conference since 1994. The International Project Management Association (IPMA) 
started to offer awards for research in PM in 2007. Papers are published in research journals and 
presentations are made at academic conferences such as those held by the Academy of 
Management and the European Academy of Management. These scholarly initiatives, networks 
and events contribute significantly to shaping the research agenda in PM. 
 
The complex and dynamic nature of PM work demands of its practitioner a deep level of 
understanding of the whole process of living in the project world. After all, those practitioners 
are the shapers, facilitators and performers who turn project concepts into realities. What is 
needed is shifting the profession’s understanding of the project world from a better technical 
appreciation of the tools and techniques that can be deployed on a project to understanding and 
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appreciating the project world’s ecology. This presents, as argued by Crawford, Morris, Thomas 
and Winter (2006), a challenge of far greater scope than merely conveying a series of best 
practices. This deep reflective understanding of the nature of the project world can be developed 
within organisations that are involved in project work, by academic advisors and researchers, or 
as is most likely the optimal situation, a combination of both. This combination may well be 
best produced through the reflective practitioner, an idea that has been with us for decades 
(Schön, 1983). However, as we observe as academics when engaging with industry research 
partners, the reflective practitioner is a rare gem to find in the ‘real world’ where 24/7 pressure, 
challenging deadlines, and short term results weigh heavily on the ability to be reflective while 
striking a sustainable work-life balance (Francis and Lingard, 2004; Francis, Lingard and 
Gibson, 2006; Lingard, Brown, Bradley, Bailey and Townsend, 2007).  
 
Another important and innovative locus of PM research has been in Scandinavia. Sweden has a 
long history of industry-academia partnerships in the business administration area. Professors 
Richard Norrman and Erik Rhenman were spearheading this development and worked for many 
years to elaborate on action learning and clinical research in various companies. Also, Sweden 
has some experience when it comes to industrial PhDs, however, normally these students have 
been associated with the institutes of technology and rarely within the area of business 
administration and management. During the 1990s, two important initiatives were taken to 
improve the cooperation between industry and PhD training: the Industrial Graduate School of 
Management and Industrial Engineering (IMIE) and Fenix. IMIE located at Linköping 
University is primarily a graduate school for full-time PhD students. Fenix is a graduate school 
organised in cooperation with Chalmers University of Technology, Stockholm School of 
Economics and a number of big businesses, including Ericsson and AstraZeneca. Fenix is 
primarily aimed at educating so-called executive PhDs. Both schools have an orientation 
towards industrial management and several of the PhD theses presented during the first five 
years of these graduate schools were in the area of project management. Finnish universities 
with their links to the Finnish research centre VTT together with global companies like Nokia 
has also an enviable record of academic investigation that far exceeds the global population 
share that could be expected. This area of the world far exceeds its expected (by population) 
contribution to high end research in PM.    
 
Academic research developed with reflective practitioners is possible as evidenced by the work 
of the Rethinking Project Management Network, the Nordic example as well as the many 
cooperative research centres around the world that rely on a model of academic and industry 
collaboration to solve ‘real-world’ problems. However, it requires appropriate funding to 
facilitate this from the academic side and considerable in-kind support from industry partners to 
provide even limited time release to take part in collaborative workshops and other research 
activities. Considerable energy is invested in such research exercises and immediate benefits are 
rarely evident. This prompts questioning and challenging the viability and usefulness of 
research outcomes and leads to the question: Is academic research useful to practitioners 
especially if their energy and input are so crucial?  
 
A further dimension to this question is addressed by this paper in a second strand of academic 
research undertaken by many practitioners—studying for a PhD or a professional doctorate 
where the majority of the effort comprises research. Practitioners undertaking these advanced 
degrees are mainly involved with research approaches that involve reflection and action 
research/learning. Practitioner candidates are required to expend considerable effort as well as 
colleagues that they are engaged with through participating in workplace research. When the 
full cost of time, energy and resources expended is accounted for, the questions remain: What 
are the costs and benefits? Who are the beneficiaries?  
University/Practitioner Learning Collaboration Examples 
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The validity of reflective learning and the researcher as participant has been previously well 
established Walker et al. (2008b). Also, in that paper the authors note the way that leadership of 
research can either rest predominantly with the one party, such as a research network or research 
centre that funds specific doctoral research projects or it may shift to the researcher party, as for 
example, when a doctoral candidate begins to take charge of the topic to the extent that become 
more expert than their supervisors or funding representatives and takes over driving the research 
topic agenda. The practical research focus was also of interest to Walker et al. (2008b) as was 
the predominant research design and approach. The predominant cost is of major interest in this 
paper as it affects perceptions of the participants’ value proposition. 
 
We will now look at several examples of doctoral level collaborations and it is important to 
acknowledge that the academics supervising doctoral candidates learn from and gain valuable 
insights through this process. We will now provide some recent examples of this kind of 
research approach aimed to improve PM practice from North America, Europe, and Australia, 
with the intent of enhancing the opportunities for collaboration in PM education among 
universities, faculty members, and students. Such experimentation and widely sharing results is 
compatible with university traditions and “as universities around the world interact more and 
learn from each other, the contributions that they can make to their local, national, and 
international communities will steadily increase… Meaningful cooperation should support 
improvements in project management knowledge and performance, and lead to enhancing the 
quality of life for societies throughout the globe.” (Umpleby and Anbari, 2004: p242). 
 
Examples from North America 
We provide two examples from The George Washington University in Washington, DC, USA. 
Both are from dissertations for a PhD, which is classified as a research degree. 
 
The first example is a dissertation completed by a part-time PhD candidate (Watson, 2007) who 
works for a global technology company. He developed a comprehensive framework for 
conceptual estimation of the deployment cost for integrated business transformation projects 
(integrated software application development projects), an area in which he is actively involved 
in his work. The framework uses the Delphi technique and is based on theoretical concepts in 
parametric estimating, knowledge management, and diffusion of innovation. He executed the 
framework using a sample of four deployment projects conducted by his company and 
representative of the types of projects towards which his study was aimed. The projects were 
assessed to have different levels of complexity and were deployed in Asia Pacific South, China, 
European Union, and Latin America. He compared the original estimates to the framework 
results and found an extremely high correlation between them. He obtained feedback from 
project and senior managers to demonstrate that the framework is meaningful to practitioners, in 
addition to its academic contribution of clarifying the relationship between parametric 
estimating, knowledge management, and diffusion of innovation. Upon completion of his 
doctoral studies, Dr. Watson continued to work for his global organisation that partially 
sponsored his advanced academic work, and he is serving as an adjunct faculty member in PM 
in an MBA program. 
 
The second example is a dissertation completed by a full-time PhD candidate (Ban-Ali, 2004) 
who works in information technology (IT) and PM for his government. He developed a model 
that integrates elements from sound theories and widely accepted research models including the 
computer self-efficacy (CSE) model, task-technology fit (TTF) model, technology acceptance 
model (TAM), and social cognitive theory to assess the acceptance and impact of IT and 
implemented that model in the PM field. The constructs he used were project characteristics, 
project professionals’ computer self-efficacy, PM software characteristics, PM software 
utilisation, and project manager performance. He operationalised these constructs and 
developed appropriate measurements for each of them. He developed a comprehensive 
instrument and tested it through subject-matter experts and a pilot study to check for clarity, 
readability, validity, and reliability. He used the final research instrument in a large-scale, online 
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survey, and analysed the collected date using multiple regression models with interaction terms, 
analysis of variance, correlation analysis, cluster analysis, factor analysis, principal component 
analysis, and other relevant statistical techniques. This study enhanced knowledge of factors 
related to the acceptance of IT in PM and the impact of PM software utilisation on project 
success. Some results of the study, its approach, and implications are discussed elsewhere 
(Bani-Ali and Anbari, 2004; Bani-Ali, Money and Anbari, In press, 2007). Upon completion of 
his doctoral studies, Dr. Bani-Ali continued on to a leadership position in IT and PM in the 
government that sponsored his advanced academic work. 
 
These two examples illustrate the practical value of applying sound theory and rigorous 
academic research methods to advance knowledge and contribute to enhanced understanding of 
key issues that have significant relevance and crucial impact on PM practice. It also indicates 
that the value proposition of the individual in raising competencies levels has been achieved and 
evidenced by employer continued career advancement as well as indicating that the organisation 
gained from this exposure to academic rigour and academic resources. 
 
Examples from Europe 
The first example is a dissertation completed by a PhD candidate (Marshall, 2007) who has 
worked extensively on projects in the public sector. His studies investigated the Earned Value 
Management (EVM) technique, a methodology which has steadily gained in acceptance in 
recent years. Marshall’s motivation came out of own project management experiences within 
his organization, his interest in testing commonly held notions about EVM, and his desire for a 
deeper understanding of EVM beyond the experiential accounts of other project managers. His 
research departed from existing studies and complemented them by taking a quantitative 
statistical approach with contract type as a pivotal element. Utilizing Pearson’s product moment 
correlation, linear regression analysis, and linear discriminant analysis, his research (a) 
investigated the direct relationship of EVM principles to project success on contracted efforts, 
(b) investigated any moderating effect that contract type may have on the relationship, and (c) 
investigated between-group differences (fixed-price versus cost-plus contracts) with respect to 
the contribution of EVM mechanics to contract formation and administration items. Data 
collection was purposive and cross-sectional. A survey instrument using a 7-point Likert-type 
response scale was developed and made available online. The findings, based on 145 valid 
responses, show EVM to be a positive predictor of project success. The research further 
suggests that stronger implementation of the principles of EVM results in greater levels of 
project success on contracted efforts.  The results also suggest that EVM principles are 
relatively greater predictors of project success on fixed-price contracted projects than on cost-
plus contracted efforts (Marshall, 2007). They additionally show that EVM mechanics 
positively contribute to project planning during contract development as well as project control 
during contract administration - regardless of contract type.  His findings, first published in the 
proceedings of the 7th annual conference of the International Research Network on Organizing 
by Projects (IRNOP) (Marshal, 2006), taken together with prior qualitative studies and the 
accounts of practitioners, served to strengthen the case for EVM as well as deepen his own 
knowledge of the methodology.  Robert Marshall continues to work for his organization in 
project leadership roles, and was recently selected to serve as the Chairman, Earned Value 
Management Special Interest Group of the Association for the Advancement of Cost 
Engineering (AACE); as well as having been selected to serve as the Editor of AACE’s 
Professional Practice Guide to Earned Value, 2nd Edition.   
 
The second example is the doctoral dissertation completed by Ravikiran Dwivedula, a PhD 
candidate and Research Assistant at ESC Lille School of Management  (Dwivedula, 2007). His 
study explores motivation in collocated and virtual projects from the team member’s 
perspective. The literature review of key theories of motivation revealed that motivation is 
closely related to team performance and that the commonalities pertained to - Nature of Work, 
Rewards, and Communication. Thirteen variables related to these 3 dimensions were proposed 
and were used to compare the collocated and virtual project teams in terms of expectations of 
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the team members (referred to as ‘Want’) and characteristics of the project environment in terms 
of presence of these expectations (referred to as ‘Get’). The responses were graded on a 7-point 
Likert Scale. The respondents were a random sample of 132 respondents working in a project 
environment. 66 respondents belonged to collocated environment and an equal number were 
drawn from a virtual project environment. A two pronged approach first employing t-test for 
‘within the group’ and ‘between the group’ comparisons was followed by using a Principle 
Component Analysis to bring to fore underlying factors which explain the motivation of project 
team members (Want), the characteristics of the environment in terms of support to the 
members expectations (Get) and the discrepancy between these two factor structures.  
 
The study observes that there are significant discrepancies between what people ‘Want’, and 
what they ‘Get’ in both collocated and virtual project teams with highest differences being 
reported with respect to the team members being given training opportunities and feedback on 
their performance by the management. Principal component analysis of (i) the expectations 
(Want) of the project team member revealed a different factor structure to that of (ii) the 
characteristic of the project environment to support the team member’s expectation (Get). The 
discrepancy between the two factor structures was explained by a lack of top management’s 
support in terms of providing training opportunities, performance feedback, not communicating 
user requirements and not creating task significance. Relating these findings to the current 
paper, it is suggested that project environments may not provide opportunities for reflective 
learning as they do not adequately provide learning opportunities such as training and feedback 
on performance to their employees. The results of these findings have been published in the 
proceedings of major research conferences such as European Academy of Management-
EURAM 2006 (Dwivedula, Bredillet and Ruiz, 2006a), International Research Network on 
Organizing by Projects-IRNOP VII (Dwivedula, Bredillet and Ruiz, 2006b), European Institute 
for Advanced Studies in Management-EIASM: 22nd Strategic Human Resource Management 
Workshop (Dwivedula, Bredillet and Ruiz, 2007a) and are due to be published in the 
forthcoming International Research Network on Organizing by Projects-IRNOP VIII 
(Dwivedula, Bredillet and Ruiz, 2007b). 
 
Two further Swedish theses are presented here that were produced by practicing managers at 
AstraZeneca, one of the big global pharmaceutical companies. Both students did their PhDs at 
the Fenix graduate school. The first thesis, by Jonas Roth, focuses on knowledge management 
issues in project-intensive settings and consisted of five conference/published papers – i.e. the 
thesis is a compilation of articles, not a monograph which still is the dominant model in 
Sweden. The thesis (Roth, 2002) is entitled “Knowledge unplugged: an action research 
approach to enhancing knowing in R&D organisations”. In total, the thesis contains an extended 
summary and overview of 80 pages, and four papers of which three were accepted for 
publication (Ingelgård, Roth, Styhre and Shani, 2002; Styhre, Roth and Ingelgård, 2002; Roth, 
2003). The studies reported are based on qualitative data, primarily cases from their own 
organization, but also action experiments carried out in AstraZeneca. The thesis analyses how 
knowledge is shared and converted into action. The role of the knowledge facilitator and the 
value of the knowledge facilitation process are analysed. The thesis also explores the notion of 
‘care’ and the ability to establish interpersonal, sense-making mechanisms. It is stated the care 
plays a key role in the knowledge-creation process in project-based organizations.  
 
The other thesis, written by Jan Wickenberg, deals with the so-called “shadows of project 
management”. It analyses in-depth the simple yet intriguing question of what project managers 
really do. The thesis is called “Exploring the shadows of project management”  (Wickenberg, 
2004) and contains an extended summary an inside story of managerial aspects of the interface 
between the informal and formal systems of around 100 pages and four papers accepted for 
publication (for example Olin and Wickenberg, 2001). The thesis is project organizations. The 
author introduces the idea of “shadow systems in project management” and illustrates the 
constructive qualities that these might have particularly in novel projects. The author also 
argues, contrary to much previous research, that shadow systems are both accessible and open 
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to influence, i.e. informal systems could function as learning opportunities if they are seen as 
serving the interests of actors both from the formal and the informal systems. Additionally, 
shadow systems, it is stated, can be influenced in ways which make them more instrumental for 
the organisation. However, the formal systems must not aim to control the shadow systems in 
order to make them parts of the formal systems. The thesis lays a foundation for increasing our 
understanding of what goes on in projects, the role of project management, and in particular the 
role of the informal and shadow systems operating in project environments. Such shadow 
systems, it seems, are critical for learning and knowledge creation in projects.  
 
One of the authors continued to work for AstraZeneca for several years to implement his 
findings and share knowledge about the topics investigated in the theses. However, he has 
recently left the company and is now working as an independent consultant with quite a few 
assignments from AstraZeneca. The model of knowledge facilitation and the role of the 
knowledge facilitator is still used and has been furthered developed by the company. The other 
person is still an employee and practicing project manager at AstraZeneca, and has an active 
role in the improvements of project management and the role of project manager at the 
company. In several ways, the findings in the theses have influenced the practice of project 
management at the company, and without doubt the careers of the students.  
 
Examples from Australia 
We will now provide examples from two universities in Australia one from a PhD study and 
one from a professional doctorate program which is classified as a research degree. 
 
The PhD example is from Macquarie University (Sense, 2005). This example is a study of 
situated learning in a steel manufacturing plant where the company made a deliberate attempt to 
instigate a change management project to encourage organisational learning through a reflective 
learning process. Expected change was linked to making a series of quality improvements in 
technical process together with cultural transformation. This took place in a highly ‘blue-collar’ 
macho workplace environment where reflection and questioning had been discouraged and not 
part of the workplace culture. The aim was to provide a model of behaviour that provided 
benefits in reducing waste and re-work (single loop learning outcomes) as well as to develop 
smarter systems, processes and procedures that designed in high quality outcomes and helped 
design out poor quality outcomes (double-loop). The aim was both technical in that a 
demonstrated improvement in technical output could be observed and cultural in that the level 
of questioning and reflection demonstrated could begin to break down barriers imposed by a 
command-and-control ethos. Results of the study and its approach are discussed elsewhere 
(Sense, 2003b;2003a; Sense and Antoni, 2003; Sense, 2004; Sense, 2005; Sense, 2007a;2007b). 
A salient point was that the large industrial organisation was willing to invest time, money, 
organisational human resource management (HRM) support and other administrative support to 
the experiment and that it considered the effort worthwhile. The researcher was not an employee 
of the organisation at the time, so his value outcome was the PhD degree and opportunities that 
the learning embedded within that research offered him since starting the research process. 
 
The second example that will be provided is from a professional doctorate in project 
management (DPM) that is offered at RMIT University in Melbourne. The DPM is a research 
degree with approximately one third coursework subjects that are focussed on PM Leadership, 
Knowledge Management, PM Procurement and Ethics each with associated reflective learning 
(RL) course that extend these coursework subjects. The RL courses are designed to broaden 
and/or deepen the candidate’s knowledge in the core study areas through combined individual 
self-directed and supervisor-led study of the literature that provides the theoretical basis to pilot 
test making sense of a project that the candidate is involved in, or has experienced. The research 
component of the DPM is very similar to a PhD thesis in depth and scope and is highly related 
to PM practice in developing and experimenting with the use of new PM tools through action 
learning and other reflective research approaches. 
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This DPM example (Nogeste, 2006) illustrates how a PM tool was developed through a research 
exercise involving five action learning cycles. The process was identifying how to link both 
tangible and intangible outcomes from a project and how to develop a series of PM planning 
and action processes to more effectively realise the full range of benefits expected from a 
project. Project management is often perceived to be dominated by the traditional, important, 
tangible outputs—the ‘triple constraint theory’ or the so called ‘iron triangle’ of time, cost and 
performance (or fitness for purpose, i.e., quality). However, in complex business projects, 
strategic and stakeholder service delivery benefits may be just as important or the most 
important output. Further, tacit benefit expectations are often problematic as the value of these 
and how they link to more tangible outcomes are often insufficiently considered as PM 
processes. Detailed findings and explanation of the research process of this thesis has been 
presented elsewhere in several journal papers (Nogeste, 2004; Nogeste and Walker, 2005) and 
in a book chapter (Walker and Nogeste, 2008). Again, those involved in each of the five action 
learning cycles believed that reflection and challenging their assumptions about projects was of 
great value (Nogeste, 2006). The process has also been commercialised as one of the tools that 
the candidate now has available to use in her consultancy business. 
Discussion 
We have presented three types of practitioner/researcher collaboration experience. Table 1 
summarises the major characteristics of these research groups, in which the number of ticks 
indicates the relative strength of focus for each group. 
 
Table 1 - Summary of Collaborative Research Types 
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Predominant Participant Skill Level  
Predominantly at advanced beginner level      √√ 
Predominantly at proficient 
performer/virtuoso level 
√√√ √√ √√ √√  
Practitioner lead-academic facilitates     √ 
Joint leadership of research √√     
Shifting leadership of research  √√√ √√√ √√√  
Predominant Research Focus  
Practical PM  with joint practitioner + 
researcher  collaboration 
√√√ 
 
√√ 
 
√√ √√ √√ 
Problem solving/simulation √    √√√ 
Predominantly improving existing PM 
techniques, tools, frameworks 
√√ √ √ √ √ 
Developing/testing new PM tools  √ √√ √√  
Questioning PM fundamentals √√√     
Critically reviewing PM theory √√√  √√ √√  
Predominant Research Approach  
Mixed 
positivist/realist/interpretivist/constructivist  
√√√     
Predominantly positivist or realist √ √ (France) √√ √ √√√ 
Predominantly interpretivist/constructivist – 
Very high reflective learning 
√√ √ (Sweden) √ √√  
Degree of action research and action learning √√ √ (Sweden) √√ √√√ √ 
Predominant Cost   
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Researchers/participants  √ (France) √ √√ √√√ 
Institutions/government research grants √√ √ (Sweden)    
Predominant Benefit  
Researcher/participants √  √√√ √√√ √ 
Institutions/government/professions √  √ √  
 
Predominant Participant Skill Level 
One of these, collaborative networks, involves highly experienced PM researchers and highly 
experienced PM practitioners. The Master degree students undertaking capstone type or minor 
research projects, and to a minor extent they focus on practical case study research examples in 
their assignments. They are mainly at the cusp of novices or advanced beginner when they reach 
a capstone level course of study and they are usually led by experienced academics with higher 
level research expertise. The doctoral students illustrated in the above examples are proficient 
performers or experts/virtuosos led by highly experienced PM researchers.  
 
Predominant Research Focus 
All groups are strongly focussed on PM practice. At the lower skill level, the Master’s group 
has a valid emphasis on PM problem solving and use simulation with some reflection to learn 
how to effectively use and experiment with existing PM tools, techniques and frameworks. All 
groups have a natural concern for mastering these existing resources.  
 
The doctorates have a stronger research focus on developing and testing new tools, techniques 
and approaches that may have been theoretically proposed or speculated upon from research 
collaborative networks. These networks are hothouse generators of ideas by questioning 
existing PM concepts to expand the boundaries and so they form idea incubators that doctoral 
candidates (either PhD or professional doctorates) may become interested in and explore these 
ideas under their academic institutional unit to translate them into practical outcomes.  
 
We see leadership of the research agenda indicated in Table 1 summarised as follows. The 
collaborative networks have high level skilled joint industry and academic leadership. At the 
Masters level, current practice tends to shape any case study or simulation exercise explorations 
with academics acting as facilitators and supporters who often formulate problems to be 
explored. The Master degree students/practitioners lead in reflection and sensemaking for their 
research exercises as this is predominantly an action learning exercise for them. Doctoral 
candidates experience a shift in leadership of their research work as they absorb the required 
academic knowledge to take a lead—while they may have more salient practice knowledge at 
that beginning of a research project they take over total ownership by the end of the doctoral 
research process and acquire deeper practice and research insights through that process. 
 
Predominant Research Approach 
We currently observe a healthy mix of research approaches used by the collaborative research 
networks as there are many researchers with background and expertise from many research, 
academic and practice applications. There is a greater strength in emphasis on questioning 
fundamentals and so a range of research approaches is appropriate to match tools with tasks. 
The less experienced Master’s group tends to need to adopt a more positivist research approach 
as they have not yet imbibed enough experience to have experienced sufficient paradoxes of the 
practice/theory nexus to be able to question PM practice at that level.  
 
The two Australian doctoral candidates’ examples indicated that they are more comfortable with 
qualitative interpretive research, whereas the two USA doctoral candidates’ examples indicated 
that they are more comfortable with quantitative positivist research. The European candidates 
had mixed preferences though the candidates, studying at Lille in France, favoured a more 
quantitative flavour while the Swedes, like the Australian candidates, preferred a tighter focus 
on qualitative work. This is not universal but perhaps reflects the cultural biases that may 
influence these universities’ institutionalised research methods and learning preferences. This is 
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possibly a useful focus for future papers but scope does not allow us to explore this aspect here. 
Interested readers may refer to others that write on culture and its impact on learning and 
understanding (Hofstede, 1991; Mainemelis, Boyatzis and Kolb, 2002; Yamazaki, 2005). 
 
Predominant Cost and Benefits from this kind of Collaborative Research 
Table 1 indicates the cost burdens and benefits. The research networks were formed primarily 
by academics giving significant personal time but these have also been substantially funded 
with government and institutional grants that help defray travel, administrative and other 
associated research costs. Universities fund research through scholarships and academic 
supervision at the Master’s and doctorate level. 
 
The researchers are the main beneficiaries in terms of knowledge gained, upskilling and gaining 
esteem and kudos from their research work. Institutions and the PM community benefit from 
knowledge dissemination and successful research diffusion may lead to improved practice 
benefits to organisations and society. 
 
Evaluating the Value Proposition for Useful Collaborative PM Research  
Walker et al (2008b) argue that an ideal outcome of encouraging a reflective practitioner should 
include: 
 Improved PM practice leading to a more effective PM community; 
 More effective and competitive organisations; 
 Emerging PM knowledge, theory and practice that is fed back to universities and other 
PM training and development organisations; and 
 Academic recognition of PM reflective practitioners.  
 
The above also in part presents sound value to organisations as evidence from our participation 
in research with industry partners leads us to believe that  their perceptions of value from the 
exercise supports that reported by the re-thinking PM initiative (Winter and Smith, 2006). These 
benefits can be summarised as including: 
 Improved PM practices and processes; 
 Increasing the industry partners absorptive capacity (Cohen and Levinthal, 1990), that is 
ability and practice in recognising new knowledge and ideas from outside the 
organisation and testing and applying these to gain potential competitive advantage; 
 Building kudos in the community as being part of ‘responsible’ industry that not only 
takes advantage from community support through universities but also gives back to the 
community in the form of  collaborating and providing in-kind support for research;  
 Testing and benchmarking ideas and approaches; and 
 Potentially getting staff skills recognition through degrees acquired through this process. 
 
Table 2 – Summary of the Value Proposition for Academic Facilitated PM Reflection 
 
Stakeholder Advantage Requires The caveat  
 
1 Organisation – 
(Org) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In-house consulting 
capacity  development 
 
Accepting the opportunity 
cost for in-house resource 
time/cost etc. 
Investing in in-house research 
may restrict external critique 
Part of staff development 
and encouraging retention 
of talented staff 
Longer term tenure of  
research active employees 
 
Part of workload rather than 
on-top of existing job 
Guard against restricting 
political sensitivity or political 
correctness of reflective 
outcomes 
 
Enhancing absorptive 
capacity 
 
Openness to critical appraisal 
and experimentation 
 
Development of an enquiring 
culture can be threatening  
by encouraging an iconoclastic 
culture 
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Lessons tend to be 
remembered 
Sound knowledge 
management strategy 
Guard against inhibiting 
unlearning  
Building high-
performance teams 
 
Gaining differentiated and 
focus competitive 
advantage 
Integrating educational 
registered providers (RPs) as 
mentors to novices/beginners  
 
Using RPs as organisational 
learning incubator facilitators 
May require up-front and 
social infrastructure costs 
before improved results are 
clearly demonstrated 
2 Candidate – the 
reflective 
practitioners (RPs) 
Intellectual stimulation  Organisations need to ensure 
that RPs are given thinking 
space and a supportive 
environment to reflect 
Research culture hijacking 
task/employer interests   
Promotion prospects Orgs need reward systems to 
recognise contribution  
Balance long and short term 
potential gains 
Career satisfaction Balancing work, study and 
personal life 
Being seen by others as elitist 
Peer feedback Critical and aware colleagues Hero-worship 
3 University Good attractor of high 
quality doctoral candidates 
Need for academic integrity 
reality checks 
Supervision skills shortage  
More demanding doctoral 
candidates 
4 The Profession Growth and development Intense professional body 
support 
Hijacking knowledge 
 
Each of the three groups of researchers (collaborative research/practitioner networks, doctoral 
candidates and master degree student) engages in collaborative practitioner and academic 
research that involves reflection on theory and practice at its core. We identify four stakeholders 
in facilitating this process in Table 2. We relate these and their value proposition for supporting 
reflection and collaborative research engagement. We suggest that the novice and advanced 
beginner level project professionals described by (Dreyfus, 2004) in Walker et al (2008b) might 
be technically well qualified, with much theoretical knowledge, but they may have limited 
experiential knowledge to reflect upon. Further, their ability to advance from this level to higher 
expertise levels (proficient performer or expert) is limited by their capacity, ability and 
environmental conditions to reflect upon experience and consolidate their knowledge. 
 
We need to state the limitation of this paper in terms of its principal aim. We have narrowed our 
focus to practical PM academic research requiring reflection. This is because our main interest 
is testing evidence relating to the value proposition for staff engaged in collaborative 
academic/practitioner research. This may be achieved by lifting the knowledge, skills, abilities, 
and other attributes (KSAO) of competent performers to help them become proficient 
performers and expert virtuosos.  
 
Walker et al (2008b) argue that master’s level academic reflective learning through research 
undertaken by PM practitioners would begin to emerge at the later stages of many PM master’s 
programs through capstone case studies, minor thesis research study or reflective problem-based 
learning events that deeply challenge and stretch the student’s application of PM knowledge. 
This should have launched them on a path that causes them to reframe assumptions and begin 
the process of developing deep understanding of their lived-experience. At the doctoral level 
this is developed to a far greater extent. This is because highly PM practice-focussed PhD or 
DPM study relies upon candidates demonstrating an extremely deep level of reflection, testing 
cause and effect links, action learning and development of the kind of wisdom that one sees in 
proficient performers and expert virtuosos. 
 
Given the nature of the doctoral research work produced by those successfully completing 
doctorates as illustrated and exemplified in this paper, we can now suggest that value is 
generated by this approach in developing the PM profession. 
  
We stress here, reinforced earlier by Walker et al (2008b), the value of reflection in learning. 
However, we also offer compelling caveats. Organisations that do not have the ability to be self 
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critical or whose culture inhibits a questioning approach will experience difficulties with their 
academic research networks partners and doctoral candidates involved in reflective learning 
research and development. Such difficulties can be stressful to the organisation and counter 
productive so these types of organisations might be better served by adopting an innovation late 
majority or laggard approach and try to adjust as best as they can to their competitors who have 
been early adopters or early majority innovators (Rogers, 1995: p262). 
 
Research and innovation can contribute greatly to the competitive position of organisations and 
to societal progress. High performance academic-practitioner research teams “are characterised 
by skilled collaborative team members willing to work with people of different styles and 
cultures with mutual respect. They operate in a collaborative environment with committed 
senior executive support, and effectively use facilitation processes.” (Anbari and Umpleby, 
2006: p38). 
 
Table 2 illustrates some of the issues that should be considered by all parties involved. The 
scope of this paper inhibits more detailed discussion but some issues are worthy of elaboration. 
 
The Organisation as Stakeholder 
Many companies do not hesitate to spend hundreds of thousand of dollars for reports from ‘big 
name’ consultancies that are often quickly forgotten or ignored. We recognise that this is 
possibly a common tactic where the objective of the commissioner of the study was not learning 
but political acceptance of a biased position—terms of reference may shape the way a study is 
undertaken to exclude effective reflection. On many other occasions, however, the motivation is 
for business improvement through learning. Use of in-house resources such as a sponsored 
doctoral dissertation, can be highly effective not only to achieve the desired result but also to 
provide professional development for key identified talent. The caveat is that the organisation 
must be genuine about being open to scrutiny and be willing to learn from its academic lived-
experience. While resources required to effectively undertake such studies may seem large they 
are small compared to potential gains that, when kept in-house in terms of participants and 
knowledge sharing, are probably less costly that hiring external consultants that have little 
chance of achieving the required emersion in the organisational culture to be prepared to make 
significant long term contributions. 
 
Enhancing absorptive capacity requires real effort from an organisation. There needs to be a 
cultural environment in which critical appraisal is accepted and welcomed. This requires 
investment in both research and cultural aspects to allow people to be receptive to critical 
appraisal and to cope with taking criticism constructively. If in-house research is undertaken 
then it tends to seep into the fabric and culture of the organisation as cultural artefacts, heroic 
war stories or fabled failures (Schein, 2004). This may require a longer term view of the value 
of employees. For example, in a time of head-count reductions, it may be more effective to have 
employees with many years of valuable experience decant their tacit knowledge by being 
mentors, advisors or researchers at a later stage in their career. This needs to be balanced with 
organisational defensive routines that reject change and attempt instead to ossify knowledge—
being an unlearning organisation can be as important as being a learning organisation  (Huber, 
1991; Lei, Slocum and Pitts, 1999). 
 
The Candidate/Reflective Practitioner as Stakeholder 
The candidate, particularly if provided with an opportunity to take part of their regular workload 
as an internal action-learning consultant, can be offered a unique opportunity to advance their 
long term career prospects. Organisations can be viewed as employers of first choice so this fits 
well with strategic employee retention actions (Lloyd-Walker, Lingard and Walker, 2008). 
Rynes, Colbert and Brown (2002) found that HR professionals that regularly keep abreast of the 
more rigorous forms of their professional development literature tended to achieve faster 
promotion and ended up in more senior positions. The caveat for this is that organisations 
offering this kind of opportunity should motivate or lock in these candidates with agreements to 
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stay to realise some of that potential. By the same token the organisation needs to ensure that 
the candidate that has successfully achieved this result should be rewarded. Baruch (2001) 
found that optimally employees that were participants in work based professional development 
initiatives were most productive if promoted within one year of successfully completing their 
professional development assignments. 
 
In terms of a caveat, there is always a danger that learning becomes an end in itself and so it 
captures the moral higher ground in an organisation. Sound performance management can 
counter this so that performance is aligned with strategic intent. 
 
The University as Stakeholder 
Universities will no doubt continue to provide academic support to those in industry wishing to 
further their studies at an advanced post graduate master’s and doctoral level. This is demanding 
and challenging in the current highly rationalist and user-pays culture. Rewards can be apparent 
in terms of measures accepted at the university leadership level (as opposed to mechanistic cost-
benefit measures often aimed at the school level to be ‘financially efficient’). Completions of 
advanced degrees, publications and follow-on research collaboration are performance measures 
that can indicate success from this kind of research. 
 
The downside for universities is that practitioner candidates are more demanding doctoral 
students. This is because they may be more likely to be accustomed to a level of authority 
commensurate with their career position—they are probably already recognised as experts or at 
least in the Dreyfus (2004) typology as competent or proficient performers. They tend to be 
more aware of the value of their contribution and expect high level supervisor interactions. This 
can be contrasted to a novice researcher undertaking doctoral studies shortly after undergraduate 
studies with little work or life experience who may feel less confident about demanding 
attention. The supervisor background for mature high level practitioner doctoral candidates also 
raises challenges as their academic supervisors need to have credible PM knowledge/experience 
and sound knowledge of reflective learning methodologies, in addition to their robust academic 
qualifications. This may trigger greater cross-disciplinary and cross-university collaboration that 
is advocated but not so often realised. 
 
The professional bodies can have a pivotal role in supporting high level reflective learning 
through developing and supporting communities of practice and special interest groups (SIGs), 
supporting publication of leading edge PM knowledge and insights as well as fostering respect 
for the high-performer PM practitioner without falling prey to engendering guru or cult status so 
that the reflective practitioners do not lose access to their peers to test and validate their insights. 
 
Amabile, Patterson, Mueller, Wojcik, Odomirok, Marsh and Kramer (2001) made several 
recommendations to others contemplating forming an academic-practitioner research team:  
1. Carefully select academics and practitioners for diverse, complementary skills and 
backgrounds; 
2. Clarify commitments, roles, responsibilities, and expectations,  
3. Establish regular, facilitated communication, especially if team members are not located 
in the same place;  
4. Find ways for the academics and practitioners to get to know and trust each other as 
people;  
5. Occasionally examine the effectiveness of the team’s functioning, set aside specific 
time for the team to reflect on itself and explicitly discuss task, process, and relationship 
conflict; and  
6. Ensure that academics’ and practitioners’ institutions will be supportive of their 
involvement.  
 
The Profession as Stakeholder 
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The PM profession has provided significant in-kind and limited financial support through 
research grants and its ability to influence organisations to be more reflective and take 
practitioner/academic collaborative research more seriously. The advantage that this type of 
research delivers is that it provides professional growth and development. It does require 
substantial support, in-kind facilitation through encouraging specific interest groups within 
professional bodies to help identify and interact with researchers. The caveat that needs to be 
considered is that knowledge should not be made inaccessible through legal barriers, patents 
and restrictive access by either side of collaboration. 
Conclusions 
We have extended the discussion presented in Walker et al (2008b) relating to the value of 
reflection in learning arising out of master degree capstone research projects or minor research 
projects to high level understanding of the context of PM practice and new tools, techniques and 
approaches derived from deeply reflective research undertaken by doctoral candidates. We also 
illustrated some actual practical examples of research being undertaken by collaborative 
researcher/practitioner networks that has formed a crucible for idea generation and challenging 
the dominant theory. Deep reflection forms a common thread to all these activities.  We 
provided some examples as illustrations from a global perspective that also highlight advantages 
and caveats that need to be considered when undertaking this kind of research collaboration. 
 
The main aim of this paper was to provide examples of and to examine value propositions from 
the perspective of researchers (both academic and practitioner) engaged in collaboration as well 
as that of sponsoring industry partners. This was summarised in Table 2. For participants (as 
researchers, or practitioner doctoral candidates of master degree students) the value proposition 
is primarily skills and competencies development that may be recognised through a higher 
degree. This is turn may lead to career advancement and more fruitful life/work prospects. 
Intellectual stimulation and balancing satisfaction with frustration to learn more is another 
identified benefit for individual participants. The cost of these benefits is expenditure of extra 
energy and effort above the ‘normal job’ as well as opportunity cost of focusing on this aspect 
rather than other life choice opportunities. For organisations, there are both tangible and 
intangible benefits to be derived. There can be a shift towards being a learning organisation and 
better management of knowledge as well as gaining dynamic organisational competencies. This 
may require a shift in organisational culture that can pose a problem for some organisations. 
Universities stand to gain much from collaborative research but its funding models may hide 
benefits returning to academic units that participate so this can pose an organisational cultural 
challenge. It can offer more able and motivated doctoral candidates but these may be more 
demanding. The profession has much to gain from these kinds of activities though it needs to 
invest in support and dissemination of knowledge and so it can not assume that such knowledge 
will naturally flow to its members without taking a more active part in knowledge 
dissemination.   
 
We stressed that individuals at the level discussed in this paper (advanced degree candidates) 
are the key to success in delivering understanding about better PM practice benefits; however, 
they must gain the necessary support from industry partners and from academics that can 
harness and encourage these talented individuals to push forward the boundaries of PM 
knowledge and practice. 
 
We need to acknowledge the scope limitation in this paper. We only considered post graduate 
level academic participants and we limited our examples of doctoral student work to only two 
illustrations from universities in North America, France, Sweden and Australia. We know from 
our collegial network that there are many more universities across the globe that can and do 
participate in similar collaborations to that discussed in this paper. We do not wish to diminish 
the impact of that wider work. Our illustration of this, from a value proposition perspective, 
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may help our colleagues better argue the value and benefits that they provide to researchers and 
organisations. 
 
Finally, the sample of academic programs that offer the facility to PM professionals described in 
this paper is small and the number of candidates globally, is also very small compared with 
many other professions. This perhaps illustrates the scale of the task ahead for expanding this 
path of improving PM knowledge development and practice. 
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